THE  FREEDOM  OF  THE   CHURCH
claimed freedom from episcopal control, that often competed
in their institutions with the efforts of the parish priests, and
that easily tended to assume airs of superiority over their less
fully consecrated colleagues, so that the apology of the Jesuits
made in Notre-Dame Cathedral by Father Ravignan, to the
effect that they but represented the true spirit and expression
of Catholicism, only made many Catholics wish to be defended
from their friends. But if to join forces with the Jesuits was to
court, if not disaster, at least serious opposition, to dissociate one-
self from them was a virtual impossibility ; it meant splitting the
Catholic forces, and providing the enemies of the Church with
weapons they would not be slow to use. If the Church was not
to become utterly discredited by the violence of the Jesuit-
Veuillot forces she must somehow shift the controversy, get
the problem placed in a new light. In this desire she had the
support of the Government, anxious to continue its toleration
of virtual law-breaking, but unwilling to stand unlimited abuse
or to defy a reasonable anti-clerical opinion.
From the standpoint of all who desired a moderate and
lasting settlement of the problem the essential thing was the
virtual withdrawal by the Church party of any claim for the
clerical control of education. There was an almost unanswerable
case to be made out for freedom, for the suppression of a State
monopoly that might have been defensible forty years ago but
had lost all rats on d'etre in a would-be free society. To that
case, in fact, the only answer that could be made was that the
Church, who bore the brunt of the grievances of the monopoly,
did not really wish for freedom, but used that demand only as a
cloak for the domination of the national educational system, so
that the grant of freedom would really solve nothing. If only
this widely held suspicion could be allayed, if it could be made
clear to public opinion that the Church really desired freedom,
and freedom only> the chief obstacle to a settlement would be
removed. The problem was in fact to show to the world at
large—and to demonstrate to the Church herself—that the
Church of 1844 was no longer the Church of 1824; that she
was no longer hand in glove with political reaction, wedded
to doctrines of political despotism and priestly domination,
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